10 



REMARKS 

Responsive to the Office Action dated June 21, 2005, Applicants have, by the 
foregoing, amended claims 1, 4 and 12. Accordingly, remaining in the application is 
independent claim 1 with its dependent claims 2 and 3; independent claim 4 with its 
dependent claims 5-11; independent claim 12 with its dependent claims 13-19; 
independent claim 20 with its dependent claims 21-29; and independent claim 30 with its 
dependent claims 31-39. 

Examiner Interview 

On July 7, 2005, a brief telephonic interview between Examiner Gibson and 
Applicants' attorney was conducted. Applicants thank the Examiner for his time and 
prompt attention to Applicants' inquiry. 

During the interview, the cited Hulburt reference was discussed, particularly the 
teachings of the same with regard to the language of claims 12 and 30. It appeared to 
Applicants that the Office Action left some of the features recited in claims 12 and 30 
unaddressed. In claim 12, these features included an "actuating member" and a "linkage 
arrangement." In claim 30, these features included at least a "membrane" and "support 
segments mounted to the membrane." 

In response to Applicants' inquiry, the Examiner suggested the various places 
and/or figures of the Hulburt reference which might provide these teachings. The specific 
citations and drawing figures made by the Examiner are recited in the Interview Summary 
dated July 7, 2005. 

In the Claims 

The Office Action indicates that claims 4, 6 and . 19 are objected to due to various 
informalities regarding the language thereof. Claim 4 has been amended to replace the 
period at the end of line 8 with a semicolon. Claim 6 was amended in a preliminary 
amendment submitted with the original application and is believed to be in proper form. 
Claim 19 depends indirectly from claim 12 which provides proper antecedent support for 
the phrase "said plurality of platform segments." Thus, Applicants respectfully submit that 
claim 19 is in proper form. 
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Rejections on the Art 

The Office Action indicates that claims 1-7, 9-13, 16-19, 30 and 35-39 are rejected 
under 35 U.S. C. §1 02(b) as being anticipated by Hulburt, et al. By the above 
amendments, independent claims 1, 4 and 12 have been revised to include additional 
features not fairly taught or suggested by the cited reference. Accordingly, Applicants 
respectfully submit that claims 1, 4 and 12, and those depending therefrom, patentably 
define over the cited reference. 

More specifically, claim 1, as amended, includes inner and outer support members 
as well as first, second and third planes. All of the support members and platform 
segments are in the first plane when the scale is in an extended position. In the collapsed 
position, however, the outer platform segments are displaced into a second plane and the 
inner platform segments are displaced into a third plane. Such an arrangement is not fairly 
taught or suggested by the cited Hulburt patent. 

Claims 4 and 12, as amended, now describe the support structure in additional and 
more specific detail. Particularly, that the base member is central to the support structure 
and has a longitudinally extending axis or centerline and opposing elongated sides. The 
plurality of support members is secured along the opposing sides and displaceable 
between the extended and collapsed positions. Such an arrangement is not fairly taught or 
suggested by the cited Hulburt reference. 

Furthermore, claim 30 recites a platform, a membrane attached to the platform, and 
a plurality of support segments mounted to the membrane. In the telephonic interview 
discussed above, the Examiner indicated that a membrane seems to be shown in 
FIGURES 25 and 26 of the cited Hulburt reference. Applicants respectfully submit that the 
cited Hulburt reference does not disclose both a membrane and a plurality of support 
segments. Rather, the cited Hulburt reference indicates that FIGURES 25 and 26 disclose 
a scale having a top platform surface formed from platform segments 52. No teaching or 
suggestion of a "membrane" is included. 
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CONCLUSION 

It is respectfully submitted that the foregoing amendments and discussion are fully 
responsive to the latest Office Action and that the claims are in proper form. Having 
addressed all of the outstanding objections arid/or rejections, the subject application is now 
believed to be in condition for allowance. Reconsideration of the claims and an early 
notice of allowability is earnestly solicited. 

Alternatively, in the interests of compact prosecution and advancing this application 
to issue, Applicants respectfully request that the Examiner telephone the undersigned to 
discuss any of the foregoing and/or to make any suggestions that the Examiner may have 
to place the case in condition for allowance. 

Respectfully submitted, 

FAY, SHARPE, FAGAN, 
MINNICH & McKEE, LLP 

Date ' (/ /ay W. Moldovanyi, Reg. No. 29^678 

Matthew P. Dugan, Reg. No. 44,663 
1100 Superior Avenue, Seventh Floor 
Cleveland, OH 44114-2579 
216-861-5582 
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□ deposited with the United States Postal Service "Express Mail Post Office to Addressee" service under 37 
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